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1 Introduction

CB: # 19_Basket_Rel-17Pos
- Reply to RAN2 raising the detected issues and proposing a review considering the updated NG-AP and F1-AP interface delay values?
- If no agreement on the NG-AP latency values, liaising RAN2 mentioning that there is no consensus on the RAN3 interfaces latency (any aspect based on them should not be agreed for the WI)?
(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-210982
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
//To be updated
3 Introduction
In last e-meeting, RAN3 received a LS from RAN2 that was featuring values of RAN2’s on-going evaluation of Rel-17 SI on positioning end-to-end latency [1]. 

RAN3 has discussed the NG-AP values but without reaching a consensus. The chairman’s minutes report to RAN3#90-e [2] mentions the following:

· LS from RAN2 on latency of NR positioning protocols (R3-207042)
· RAN3 in cc (no actions)
· Received late during meeting
· No TUs in RAN3 for Rel-17 Positioning SI
· Huawei and Ericsson disagree with the content of this incoming LS as they believe the included results contradict the results in TR 36.932
· No consensus on a reply LS
· RAN3 unable to provide feedback if this SI concludes at the next meeting
As mentioned above, RAN3 was unable to provide feedback to RAN2, but the SI is still on-going in RAN2 with the SI’s last e-meeting starting today. 

The RAN3 Rapporteur of the Rel-17 positioning WI proposed in [3] to resolve the issue raised from last time, because if left in this state, this topic may pose a risk toward the WI, where RAN3 will be working on topics involving potential aspects, which RAN3 had no consensus on during the SI discussion. 

Hence the need of some sort of proper closure to RAN3’s discussion and official communication to RAN2.
4 Discussion

4.1 Review of RAN3 interfaces latency 

1) Companies are invited to comment whether they consider that the latency values related to RAN3 interfaces described in the initial LS from RAN2 [1] are agreeable.  

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	NO
	RAN2 focused only on Uu optimizations. 

NG-AP interface delay can also reach the 0 ms as explained in [3].

F1-AP latency should also be taken into account

	CATT
	Yes, but
	The latency values provided in the RAN2 LS should be ok. 
And agree with Ericsson that F1-AP latency should also be considered.

	
	
	

	
	
	


4.2 Reply LS to RAN2
2) Can a consensus be reached on the RAN3 interfaces latency values: NG-AP and F1-AP
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	We acknowledge that discussing latency values is a difficult topic in RAN3. But as explained in [3], the lower bound of TgNB-AMF can effectively reach the 0 ms, considering current specified architecture and/or implementation scenarios.

	CATT
	See Comment
	Agree with Ericsson that we should also consider the CU-DU latency.
But on the lower bound of TgNB-AMF TAMF-LMF  TgNB-DU-gNB-CU, etc, how can it reach 0 ms? Co-located scenarios?
As in the 
In TS 36.932, the latency for ideal backhaul is described as below:
A categorization of ideal backhaul based on operator inputs is listed in Table 6.1-2:

Table 6.1-2: Categorization of ideal backhaul

Backhaul Technology

Latency (One way)

Throughput

Priority (1 is the highest)

Fiber Access 4 (NOTE 1)

less than 2.5 us (NOTE2)

Up to 10Gbps

1

NOTE 1:
This can be applied between the eNB and the remote radio head.

NOTE 2:
propagation delay in the fiber/cable is not included.
From the Note, we see currently only the latency between the eNB and the remote radio head could be treated as ideal backhaul. This could be treated as the internal latency of a gNB, not inter nodes latency. But for the signalling propagation delays between Nodes, whether it could reach the ideal value need to be cautious.
And for the processing latencies, I do not understand how TgNBProc-NRPPa TAMFProc could reach 0ms.

	
	
	

	
	
	


3) In case no consensus can be reached on the RAN3 interfaces delay - neither on the initial RAN2 values, nor on the proposed reviewed ones, - rapporteur proposes to send a LS to RAN2, mentioning that there is no consensus on the RAN3 interfaces latency and that any aspect based on them should not be agreed for the WI. Current LS draft proposed in [4]
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	This is reasonable

	CATT
	Reasonable, pending to the output of RAN3 discussion.

	
	

	
	


5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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